1 The text for which we have the most specific information, of course, is the Mishna, the work of Rabbi Judah ha-Nasi, edited in Sepphoris c. 200 C.E. One may assume that the Tosefta also was produced at Sepphoris (regardless of which view we accept, the regnant position that the Tosefta postdates the Mishna, or the alternative position that the Tosefta predates the Mishna 2 ). There is less information on the redaction of the Tannaitic midrashim, but presumably they come from a slightly later period and thus we may assume that they achieved their final version in Tiberias.
I was eager to present my initial findings on the relationship between IH and MH, especially after I received an invitation to participate in the First International Conference on Galilean Studies in Late Antiquity, held most appropriately at Kibbutz Hanaton, not far from Sepphoris, in August 1989. The proceedings of that conference were published three years later in a volume entitled The Galilee in Late Antiquity, under the editorship of L. I. Levine. My contribution to this volume, "The Galilean Background of Mishnaic Hebrew" (Rendsburg 1992) , paralleling my presentation to the conference, focused on grammatical issues mainly, with a special eye to those MH grammatical features with analogs in Ugaritic, Phoenician, and IH.
In the years following my Hanaton talk and the appearance of said article, I
continued to collect data to bolster the IH -MH link. Most of the evidence which I garnered comes from the realm of the lexicon. I was privileged to be invited to another scholarly colloquy in Israel in August 1996, a workshop shel Millon Leshon Hakhamim" ("The Geographical and Historical Background of the Mishnaic Hebrew Lexicon"). The workshop did not produce a proceedings volume, but a relatively detailed abstract of my talk is included in the abstract book (Rendsburg 1996) , though naturally only a few specific examples could be included in the limited space available.
Since presenting my data in Jerusalem, I have accumulated still more evidence. I very much welcomed the opportunity, therefore, to present an even more detailed account of my research into the MH lexicon at Tsukuba University in Japan during my visit in July-August 2002. As noted in my companion article in this volume, I am indebted to our hosts in Japan, Dr. Jun Ikeda and Prof. David Tsumura, for their wonderful hospitality in all matters, both personal and logistical.
The General Picture
The current article presents the totality of the evidence now at hand, the results of about 15 years of research, but it does so only in outline form. A full treatment detailing the sources, the nature of the evidence, and so on, would demand an article of considerable length, or perhaps even a monograph. I plan to write such a work one day, but for now the present outline form will have to suffice.
I 7 Accordingly, we may conclude that the word was used in northern Canaanite dialects (Ugaritic and MH) and in whatever dialects or languages we may wish to associate with the desert regions south and east of Canaan (fringe Canaanite? something akin to Aramaic, such as the dialect underlying the style-switching in Job? North Arabian?); but the word was not used in JH and perhaps not even in some IH subdialects (for example, the variety used in Samaria).
A
As another illustration we may look at the case of the verb slb 'hang' (verb no. 28). As is well known, this verb is common in all dialects of Aramaic, 8 where it serves as the semantic equivalent of the common Hebrew verb tlh A 'hang' (viz., the Targumim regularly render tlh with slb). At first glance, A accordingly, one might assume that the relatively common usage of slb in MH A (20x, plus three instances of the noun slwb 'gallows') is a case of lexical A influence from Aramaic. When one realizes, however, that the verb slb also occurs in Phoenician, even though it is limited to a single attestation, one again should conclude that this vocable belonged to the Canaanite lexis, though limited, it appears, to the geographical region of the Tyro-Sidonian littoral and the Galilean hinterland. The alternative is to assume some amount of Aramaic influence on Phoenician as well, but such is most unlikely in the present A instance, since the sole attestation of slb in the Phoenician corpus comes from a A Punic inscription from Carthage. In short, the presence of slb alongside tlh in MH is to be explained by recourse to inner-Canaanite regional dialectology.
A third illustrative case is the following (verb no. 30 from the list These three examples may serve as paradigms for those cases presented below, in which the MH vocables are known from Aramaic as well. I do not wish to deny the strong influence that Aramaic exerted over MH; such language interference is obvious to all who have studied the matter. I seek only to encourage scholars to look at the entire picture before automatically pushing "the Aramaic card" each and every time a particular MH lexeme is paralleled by an Aramaic congener. In all of the instances to be presented below, the MH lexeme occurs elsewhere within the Canaanite umbrella-typically in Ugaritic, Phoenician, and/or IH (though, as noted above, in three cases there are links to Transjordanian dialects)-yielding the conclusion that these lexical features of MH are simply the latest attestations of these Canaanite words, and not borrowings from Aramaic.
In referring to Mishnaic Hebrew in this article, I have focused mainly on Tannaitic sources, or what scholars call MH 1 , that is, material dated prior to the year c. 300 C.E., when Hebrew was still a living language. These sources are, in the main, the Mishna, the Tosefta, and the three large Tannaitic midrashim, namely, Mekhilta (on Exodus), Sifra (on Leviticus), and Sifre (on Numbers and Deuteronomy), in addition to which there are smaller texts in the corpus. In the presentation below, when I include the number of times that a particular word occurs in the sources, e.g., bws 'bowl' 15x, I have counted only those attestations from Tannaitic sources. The data are taken from the comprehensive Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language project under the direction of the Academy of the Hebrew Language in Israel. , and thus we still can assume that they were part of living Hebrew, or of living northern Canaanite dialects, as this paper attempts to argue. Secondly, this is almost undoubtedly the case especially with those words which are not attested in Aramaic, e.g., mdd Pi el 'stretch' (verb no. 18), paralleling the use of this root in the Hitpa el in 1 Kgs 17:21.
14 One could argue that the handful of attestations of this usage in Amoraic sources are patterned after the sole biblical usage, but if that were the case one would expect the verb to appear in the same binyan. It is much more likely that we are dealing here with a living usage over a period of about one thousand years, even if we have only a handful of occurrences in our sources, with the root fluctuating between Pi el and Hitpa el with the same meaning. With the foregoing as introduction, we now may proceed to the outline of the data. As noted above, a full treatment eventually will appear, but the following sketch hopefully will provide the reader with the basic information, including, for example, the number of attestations in Tannaitic sources, sample occurrences (especially for the rarer items), cognate evidence (typically Ugaritic, Phoenician, and IH, as noted above), and sources for the cognate material. As with my companion article in this volume (Rendsburg 2003) , I have used the smaller font for the occasional instance where additional attestations of the lexeme run counter to the general argument presented herein. ; for the mrzh text and a discussion of the dialect represented therein, see Bordreuil and Pardee 1990. 4 By and large, these lexical links have gone unnoticed, though a major exception is the life work of Jonas Greenfield. In his many essays one can find scattered references relevant to our present study. For a general statement, see Greenfield 1969 . For specific examples of lexemes treated herein, namely lmwd (noun no. 19) and m pwrt (noun no. 24), see respectively Greenfield 1964 and Greenfield 1967, 90-91. 5 I accept the classification system of Ginsberg 1970; note especially his view that Ugaritic and Phoenician together comprise a subgroup within Canaanite called "Phoenic. 8 See, e.g., Sokoloff 1990, 464; and Tal 2000, 731. 9 See, e.g., Sokoloff 1990, 467; and Tal 2000, 737 . 
